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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1 to 16 are presented for examination. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The rejection of claims 1 to 4, 6 to 10 and 12 to 16 under 35 USC as being 
anticipated by Lordi is maintained . 

3. The rejection of claims 5 and 1 1 as being obvious over Lordi in view of Plants is 
maintained. 



4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 1 to 4, 6 to 10 and 12 to 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lordi. 



Lordi substantially discloses a memory unit being corrected via error detection 
and error correction through a micro-controller (see fig. 2), the system comprising; a 
static random access memory (SRAM 1) and a second memory (SRAM2) (see col. 2, 
lines 40 to 45), and a parity selection logic [50] for receiving data from SRAM1 and 
SRAM2 (see col. 2, lines 50 to 52). Lordi also teaches that a multiplexer [40] is 
connected to SRAM1 and SRAM2 via data lines [32 & 34] and the mulitplexer selects 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 



Claim 1: 
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data from SRAM2 if the parity select logic detects an error in the read data (see col. 2, 
lines 65 et seq.), which reads on "wherein input selection of the multiplexer is controlled 
by an output of the error checking circuit." 

Lordi does not specifically teach the error checking circuit is electrically disposed 
between the first memory bank and the multiplexer; however, Lordi teaches a parity 
checker connected between a controller and a multiplexer checking the data read form 
either a first or second memory. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the parity checker 
of Lordi by switching its connection to achieve the claimed connection, since it has been 
held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. This modification would have been obvious because a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to change the location of the parity 
checker in order to minimize processing time while using existing hardware as taught by 
Lordi (see col. 1 , lines 20 to 25). 

As per claims 2 and 3, Lordi teaches the memories are SRAM (see col. 2, lines 
33 to 35) and a parity checking device for detecting errors (see col. 2, lines 50 to 51 ). 

As per claim 4, Lordi discloses the parity select logic selects data from the 
primary memory if no errors are found and select data from the backup memory if an 
error is detected on the data read (see col. 2, lines 60 et seq.). 

As per claim 6, Lordi discloses simultaneous read and write operations for the 
memory devices (see col. 4, lines 1 to 12). 
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Claims 7 and 16: 

Lordi substantially discloses a memory unit being corrected via error detection 
and error correction through a micro-controller (see fig. 2), comprising; a static random 
access memory (SRAM 1) and a second memory (SRAM2) (see col. 2, lines 40 to 45), 
and a parity selection logic [50] ("means for error checking") for receiving data from 
SRAM1 and SRAM2 and parity checking the data for errors outputting a signal to select 
data from either the primary memory or the backup memory(see col. 2, lines 50 to 52). 
Lordi also teaches a simultaneous read and write process to the memories (see col. 4, 
lines 18 to 1 1 ), and that a multiplexer [40] is connected to SRAM1 and SRAM2 via data 
lines [32 & 34] wherein the mulitplexer selects data from SRAM2 if the parity select logic 
detects an error in the read data (see col. 2, lines 65 et seq.). 

Lordi does not specifically teach the error checking circuit is electrically disposed 
between the first memory bank and the multiplexer; however, Lordi teaches a parity 
checker connected between a controller and a multiplexer checking the data read form 
either a first or second memory. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the parity checker 
of Lordi by switching its connection to achieve the claimed connection, since it has been 
held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse ) 86 USPQ 70. This modification would have been obvious because a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to change the location of the parity 
checker in order to minimize processing time while using existing hardware as taught by 
Lordi (see col. 1, lines 20 to 25). 
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As per claims 8 to 10, Lordi discloses the memory devices are static random 



access memories (SRAM1 and SRAM2), a parity select logic [50] detecting and 
correcting errors and a multiplexer for selecting data from the primary memory or the 
backup memory. 



Lordi substantially discloses a method for error correction and detection for a 
memory unit, the method comprising: a simultaneous read and write operation to 
(SARM1 and SARM 2), (see col. 4, lines 1 to 13), a RAM select logic selects the 
address for data to be read from the first or second SRAM (see col. 3, lines 35 to 42), 
and a parity select logic [50] checking the data read from specified locations of both 
SRAml and SRAM2 for errors and outputting a signal to select data based on the 
detection of errors (see col. 2, lines 40 et seq.). 

Lordi does not specifically teach the error checking circuit is electrically disposed 
between the first memory bank and the multiplexer; however, Lordi teaches a parity 
checker connected between a controller and a multiplexer checking the data read form 
either a first or second memory. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the parity checker 
of Lordi by switching its connection to achieve the claimed connection, since it has been 
held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. This modification would have been obvious because a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to change the location of the parity 



Claim 12: 
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checker in order to minimize processing time while using existing hardware as taught by 
Lordi (see col. 1 , lines 20 to 25). 

As per claims 13 to 15, Lordi discloses parity selects logic for detecting errors, a 
multiplexer [40] selecting data and data and parity stored in the memory are read by a 
byte (see fig. 5). 

6. Claims 5 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lordi in view of Plants. 

As per claims 5 and 11, Lordi does not clearly teach that the first and second 
memory, the error checking means and the selection means are implemented on a 
single chip. However, Plants in an analogous art teaches a method for error checking in 
the configuration SRAM of a field programmable array (FPGA) wherein the 
configuration SRAM, a user SRAM a CRC circuit and a multiplexor are implemented in 
a FPGA (see col. 4, lines 15 to 25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify checking errors in the memory unit of Lordi 
to include all the elements on a single chip as taught by Plants since, Plants discloses 
utilizing a single chip aids in better performance and flexibility. This modification would 
have been obvious because a person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to employ a method to achieve better performance when checking a memory 
unit for errors. 
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Response to Arguments 



7. Applicant's arguments filed 2-9-2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the arguments concerning the previously rejected claims the 
following comments are made: 

As to the argument on page 9, that Lordi error checking circuit does not check 
the data read from the first memory or the second memory for errors, the examiner 
disagrees with applicant's representative. Lordi teaches that the parity select logic 
determines if the data read is from the primary or backup memory and generates a 
select signal and the data is selected if there are no errors (see col. 3, lines 55 to 60). 
Therefore, Lordi substantially teaches the scope of the invention. I.e., Lordi teaches a 
method and an apparatus for reducing errors in a memory read employing a parity 
check logic and a multiplexer. 

As to the argument on page 9, that the error checking circuit of Lordi cannot be, 
electrically disposed between either memory banks and the multiplexer as claimed, the 
examiner agrees with applicants representative that the error checking circuit of Lordi is 
not electrically connected as claimed; however the location of the parity checker as 
taught by Lordi substantially performs the function as claimed. Therefore, the location 
of the parity checker does not change the scope or purpose of checking the data read 
from either memory bank for errors. 

As to the argument on page 1 1 , that Plants fail to disclose the electrical 
connections of the error checking device, the examiner agrees with Applicants 
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representative; however, Lordi adequately supports the claimed limitation and the 
combination as a whole substantially teaches the claimed invention. 



8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shelly A Chase whose telephone number is 703-308- 
7246. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur from 8:00 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on 703-305-9595. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Conclusion 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





